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Art Unit: 2623 . 

DETAILED ACTION 
Note to Applicant 

1. Art Units 2611, 2614 and 2617 have changed to 2623. Please make all future 
correspondence indicate the new designation 2623. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an International application 
by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this 
title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

Claims 1. 9, 12, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Herrington (US 6,922,843). 

As regards Claims 1 and 12, Herrington discloses a method and apparatus for 
operating an apparatus having parental controls (col. 1, lines 60-65), comprising steps 
of: providing access to the parental controls of the apparatus (fig. 2.104, and col. 10. 
lines 16-26); determining whether at least one setting of the parental controls is 
changed during the access (for example, by detecting if the "Accept New Codes" button 
is selected, fig. 3.122 and col. 10, lines 57-59); and providing a notification to a user 
when at least one setting of the parental controls is changed during the access (fig. 
3.124 and col. 10. lines 60-61). 
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As regards Claims 9 and 20, Herrington discloses that the access to the parental 
controls of the apparatus is provided in response to a password input (col. 10, lines 23- 
27). 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which fonns the basis for ail 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2-3 and 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hemngton (US 6,922,843) in view of Maissel (US 6,637,029). 

As regards Claims 2 and 13, while Herrington does disclose the method and 
apparatus of Claims 1 and 12, he fails to disclose that the notification is provided to the 
user via an electronic mail message. Maissel discloses that the notification is provided 
to the user via an electronic mail message (col. 8, lines 59-64). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person skilled in the 
art to combine the email notification of Maissel with the parental controls of Henrington 
so as to easily provide the authorized user with a message that system's settings have 
been altered. 

As regards Claims 3 and 14, while Herrington and Maissel disclose the method 
and apparatus of Claims 2 and 13, as welt as that the electronic mail message is sent to 
a predetermined electronic mail address. Herrington further discloses that some 
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parameters in the parental control system may be fixed (col. 15, lines 49-51). It would 
have been obvious to a person skilled in the art to make the method of notification, in 
this case email, one such fixed parameter in the parental controls system to make the 
system more tamper-proof. 

Claims 4 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Herrington (US 6,922.843) in view of Davis (US 5,822.123). 

As regards Claims 4 and 15, while Herrington discloses the method and 
apparatus of Claims 1 and 12. he fails to disclose that the notification is provided via a 
message stored in a memory of the apparatus which is retrievable by the user. Davis 
discloses that the notification is provided via a message stored in a memory of the 
apparatus which is retrievable by the user (any notice which can be viewed must be 
stored, even if only for a short period, in a memory of the apparatus, fig. 27. and col. 21 . 
lines 35-56). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person skilled in the 
art to combine the message notification of Davis, an analogous art, with the parental 
controls of Herrington so as to easily provide the authorized user with a message that 
system's settings have been altered. 

Claims 5 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Herrington (US 6,922.843) in view of Kimball (US 6,704,031) and in further view of 
Brontz (US 6,374,404). 
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As regards Claims 5 and 16, while Herrington discloses the method and 
apparatus of Claims 1 and 12, he fails to disclose that the notification indicates a date 
when the at least one setting of the parental controls is changed. Kimball discloses that 
the notification indicates a time when the at least one setting of parental controls is 
changed (col. 14, lines 18-22 and lines 26-32 and col. 15, lines 13-17) but fails to 
disclose that the time also includes the date. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person skilled in the 
art to combine the time stamping of Kimball, an analogous art, with the parental controls 
of Herrington so as to provide the time the changes were made to the parental controls 

Brontz discloses that the timestamp includes the date (col. 10, lines 37-41). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person skilled in the 
art to combine the date of Brontz, an analogous art, with the time stamped parental 
controls of Herrington and Kimball so as to provide the user with the date when the 
parental control changes were made. 

As regards Claims 6 and 17, Kimball discloses that the date indicated in the 
notification cannot be changed through access to the parental controls (the host server 
provides the timestamp, col. 14, lines 18-22, and the host server settings cannot be 
changed through parental controls or any other Ul toolbar, see Table 1.) 

As regards Claims 7 and 18, Kimball further discloses that the notification 
indicates a time when at least one setting of the parental controls is changed (col. 14, 
lines 18-22). 
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As regards Claims 8 and 19, Kimball discloses that the time indicated in the 
notification cannot be changed through access to the parental controls (the host server 
provides the timestamp, col. 14, lines 18-22, and the host server settings cannot be 
changed through parental controls or any other Ul toolbar, see Table 1). 

Claims 10 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Herrington (US 6,922,843) in view of Yuen (US 5,949,471). 

As regards Claims 10 and 21, while Herrington discloses the method and 
apparatus of Claims 9 and 20, he fails to disclose providing a second notification to the 
user in response to a predetermined number of invalid password input attempts. Yuen 
discloses providing a second notification to the user in response to a predetermined 
number of invalid password input attempts (fig. 1 1 , and col. 13, lines 35-41). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person skilled in the 
art to combine the message of Yuen, an analogous art, with the parental controls of 
Herrington so as to alert the user that an unauthorized user was attempting to access 
the parental settings. 

Claims 1 1 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Herrington (US 6,922,843) in view of Yuen (US 5,949,471) and in further view of 
Maissel (US 6,637,029). 

As regards Claims 1 1 and 22, while Herrington and Yuen jointly disclose the 
method and apparatus of Claims 10 and 21, they fail to disclose that the second 
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notification is provided to the user via an electronic mail message. Maissel discloses 
the second notification is provided to the user via an electronic mail message (col. 8, 
lines 59-64). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person skilled in the 
art to combine the email notification of Maissel with the parental controls of Herrington 
and Yuen so as to easily provide the authorized user with a message that someone has 
tried to access the system's parental control settings. 

As regards Claim 23, Herrington discloses a method for operating an apparatus 
having parental controls, comprising steps of; detecting when a rating level 
corresponding to a reproduction exceeds a rating level corresponding to a parental 
control setting (such as determining when a program has been put on a parental control 
list, fig. 33.364 and col. 20, lines 55-58); providing a notification (fig. 3.124 and col. 10, 
lines 60-61) to a user without blocking the reproduction when the rating level 
corresponding to the reproduction exceeds the rating level corresponding to the 
parental control setting (such as by keeping track of content accessed that has been put 
on a parental control list, fig. 33.366 and col. 20, lines 57-60). It would have been 
obvious for Herrington's system to provide a notification instead of tracking tab (fig. 
34.372) so that the user is immediately alerted to another user's television habits. 

As regards Claim 27, Herrington further discloses that the reproduction is a 
television program (such as "Seinfeld," fig. 34). 
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Claims 24-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Herrington (US 6,922.843) in view of Malssel (US 6,637,029). 

As regards Claims 24, while Herrington does disclose the method and apparatus 
of Claims 23, he fails to disclose that the notification is provided to the user via an 
electronic mail message. Maissel discloses that the notification is provided to the user 
via an electronic mail message (col. 8, lines 59-64). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person skilled in the 
art to combine the email notification of Maissel with the parental controls of Herrington 
so as to easily provide the authorized user with a message that system's settings have 
been altered. 

As regards Claims 25, while Herrington and Maissel disclose the method and 
apparatus of Claims 23, as well as that the electronic mail message is sent to a 
predetermined electronic mail address. Herrington further discloses that some 
parameters in the parental control system may be fixed (col. 15, lines 49-51). It would 
have been obvious to a person skilled in the art to make the method of notification, in 
this case email, one such fixed parameter in the parental controls system to make the 
system more tamper-proof 

Claims 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Herrington (US 6,922,843) in view of Davis (US 5,822,123). 

As regards Claims 26, while Herrington discloses the method of Claim 23, he 
fails to disclose that the notification is provided via a message stored in a memory of the 
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apparatus which is retrievable by the user. Davis discloses that the notification is 
provided via a message stored in a memory of the apparatus which is retrievable by the 
user (any notice which can be viewed must be stored, even if only for a short period, in 
a memory of the apparatus, fig. 27, and col. 21, lines 35-56). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person skilled in the 
art to combine the message notification of Davis, an analogous art, with the parental 
controls of Herrington so as to easily provide the authorized user with a message that 
system^s settings have been altered. 



Conclusion 

4. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David R. O'Steen whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7931 . The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 to 5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chris Grant can be reached on 571-272-7294. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infomnation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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